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Clarkston, MI 48348

Office of the Secretary TC -7/
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission )
Washington, D.C. 20207 @ :

“APRS 1997 | 067%
RE: Request for Data available on Fiberglass cloth screens
for households Q/‘ 1

Dear Sirs:

It has been brought to my attention that your agency has extensive data available regarding

toxicity of fiberglass cloth screens. It is also known that the majority of these screens inserts C
were manufactured by Pfifer Wire Products of Tuscaloosa, Alabama. The screen material itself

was then sold to a number of distributors, Metal Industries to name one and then resold to

various window manufacturers, such as Weathervane Windows, Pella and Avon. The primary Ch S
damage was done during 1988 and 1989. Although the screens were never recalled, Pfifer paid

for removal and replacement of the fiberglass cloth screens with aluminum screens. o \{

The problem probably became known when new homes began being built with crank out type .
windows that allowed the screen to remain on the interior of the home during all seasons. It is §° FOC M
also known that exposure to fumes caused by a breakdown of chemicals following exposure to

normal UV rays in a household causes extreme health hazards, including neurological disorders,

upper respiratory problems and an extensive list of disorders.

In Clarkston there are a number of families in our subdivision who have suffered both

neurological and physical disorders that have a certain similarity with each other and with related

cases in Arizona (same product). My family is one of them. I did not realize the extent of the

problem until I was notified by a neighbor that regardless who installed the screens, the

probability was about 99% that Pfifer Company manufactured or supplied the cloth material.

My husband has extreme neurological problems, and at age 60 was diagnosed as a manic -
depressive (like many others exposed to this product), [ have aggravated asthma, coughing and
headaches even 3 years after finally removing the faulty product.

Since we are involved in litigation with the manufacturers of this product and they are denying
that they manufactured the material, I am attempting to gather all evidence possible regarding
hazards of subject product, case histories and market share of Pfifer, etc. Specifically, if they
were providing material-to'Avon Window manufacturers in 1988 and 1989.

I am therefore requesting all data you have regarding not only the company itself, but all
fiberglass cloth screen problems and any additional report data you can provide. I request this
under the Freedom of Information Act, which entitles me to such information upon request. [ ‘

am more than willing to provide details of physical ailments, neurological ailments and dates of

B V41 gt /A




incidents to assist you in any matters that you may need. I may be contacted at my office at

(810) 574-7386. If you have DSN capabilities it is 786-7386. I have two email addresses. At

work it is -

pygmang@cc.tacom.army.mil and at home it is gpygman@concentric.net.

Please forward requested data to Gail L. Pygman, 6831 Sun Valley Drive, Clarkston, MI 48348.
Sincerely,

CHZT G

Gail L. Pygman
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FOI Officer MAY 1 6 1997

U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission
Washington, D.C. 20207

Dear Sir:

Please consider this letter a complaint about polymer coated
fiberglass screening material and a request for information about
this polymer coated fiberglass screening material, manufactured by
Phifer Wire Products, Inc. in Tuscaloosa, Alabama.

Please be adviged that Belen and Victor Garofalo of Detroit,
Michigan had new windows and window screens installed in their home
in 1990 by Sears, Roebuck Co. The screening material was a polymer
coated fiberglasg screening material manufactured by Phifer Wire
Products, Inc. —

The screening material emitted odors and caused illness to the
Garofalos. They described their illnesses as lots of mucus,
headaches, chronic soar throat, fatigue and connective tissue
disease. )

We request information that you have about this polymer coated
fiberglase screening material manufactured by Phifer Wire Products,
Inc. . :

Please send that information to me at the address listed on
this letterhead.

The gentleman whom I spoke with on the telephone requested
that I send a copy of the air guality report that we have. I do
attach it. :

4 7'7!0 {
| Sy omihl)

Dayna Milbrand
DM/sd (e3)
Attachment: UAB School of Public Health
: Report of Dr. Meeks dated 2/21/92
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' Lm SCHOQL OF
PUBLIC HEALTH

Department of Environmental Health Sciences

February 21, 1992

Mr. Anthony Ganble ,
Phifer Wire Products, Inc.
P.0. Box 1700

Tuscalocsa, AL 35403-1700

Dear Anthony:

We have essentially completed our assessment of the source of the
odors associated with the polymer coated fiberglass screening
material you recently sent to us.

In order to qualitatively describe the odors believed to be
originating from the polymer coated fiberglass screen material, the
initial studies in our laboratory utilized approximately 30 square
centimeter samples of various aged and non-weathered screen
material cut into 1 cm sgquare pieces as representations of the bulk
material.

These samples were introduced into glass vials and sealed with
teflon crimp cap seals. The glass vials were placed in a Hewlett-
Packard model 19354 Headspace Analyzer which was interfaced to a
Hewlett-Packard model 5890 Gas Chromatograph using a Hewlett-
Packard model 5971 Mass Spectrometer as the detector. The column in
the gas chromatograph was a 25 meter HP5. The headspace sampler was
set to a total carrier flow of 90 ml/min, with auxiliary pressure
-set at 1.4 bar. The sample loop in the headspace analyzer had a 1
ml total volume. The split ratio on the gas chromatograph was 1:4,
with a column head pressure of 4 psi. The gas chromatograph was
operated isothermally at 120 degrees centigrade. The mass
spectrometer scanned from 30 to 500 m/z.

Headspace optimization included sampling a mixed composite of aged
and non-weathered samples of screen material at temperatures
ranging from S0 degrees centigrade to 120 degrees centigrade. It
was found that peak height of compounds originating from these
‘samples increased with temperature until 110 degrees. At
temperatures higher than this a broad non-specific peak appeared
indicating possible degradation of the polymer material.

Analyses carried out on aged and non-weathered samples presented
evidence that release of compounds from the samples_increases wit

The University of Alabama at Birmingham
309 Tidwell Hall © 720 South 20ch Screec ¢ UAB Station
Birnunsham, Alabama 35294.0008 ¢ (205) 934-7032 » FAX (205) 973.614!
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weathering. That is, weathered samples produced peak heights 10 -
200 times larger than non-weathered samples.

In these initial studies, the peaks from the gas chromatograph of
these materials exhibited very low retention times indicating‘low
mass, low boiling point, and possibly polar materials. Also, the
peak areas were too small to obtain reliable mass spectral
identification. However, comparison of these mass spectra with NBS
standards indicated the following compounds as tentatively
identified:

COMPOUND CAS_f
Ethanone, 1l-cyclobutyl- 3019258
3-octen-2-one, 7-methyl- 33046810
1-Butanol, 3-methyl-, acetate 123922
2H-Pyran, 3,4-dihydro-6-methyl 16015115
[2,2’-Bifuran]-S,S’—dic:arboxylic acid, 4 5905033
Propanamide, 2-methyl- 563837
1,2~-Benzenedicarboxylic acids:

diisooctyl 27554263
3-nitro 603112
diundecyl 3648202
diisodecyl . . 26761400
diheptyl . 3648213
ASpidofractinine—3-methanol, (2.alpha.3 2656442

These compounds would appear to be oxidation products of monomer
material coated onto the fiberglass screen, various phthalates
associated with plasticizers used in the manufacture of the
polymer, and pigment used in coloring the screen material.

It cannot be overstressed that these were initial studies and were
only tentative identifications. In order to further characterize
material believed to be released from vinyl coated screens we
installed a 3 ml sample loop on a Hewlett-Packard Headspace sampler
interfaced to a Hewlett-Packard 5890 Gas Chromatograph using a
Hewlett-Packard 5970 Mass Spectrometer as the detector,and we
installed a more polar column.

Two studies have been completed with this new configuration,
specifically, a temperature study and a series of analyses of vinyl
coated screen materials. Conditions for the studies were as

follows:

The headspace sampler bath was set at a serles of temperatures
ranging from 100 to 140 degrees centigrade. Samples were analyzed
at 100, 110, 120, 130, and 140 degrees centigrade. Auxiliary flow .
was set to 1 bar pressure as was the carrier gas. This resulted in
a flow of 80 ml/min to the gas chromatograph. "’
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The gas chromatograph was set to a split vent flow of 20 ml/min
resulting in a total of 100 ml/min flow. The purge vent was set to
5 ml/min resulting in a 1:20 split ratio. The gas chromatograph was
operated at 120 degree centigrade initially for 7 minutes then
ramped to 250 degrees centigrade at 10 degrees centigrade* per
minute, then programmed to remain at that temperature for 10
minutes. A Hewlett-Packard FFAP 50 meter x 0.2 uM column was
installed for these analyses. .

The mass spectrometer was programmed to scan from 35 to. 450
M/2Z.

For the series of vinyl coated samples, the headspace sampler
operated at 140 degrees centigrade. Each sample consisted of
approximately 24 square inches of . material rolled into the
headspace sampler vial.

Increasing temperature of the headspace sampler resulted in
successively ~ RigHer ~amaunts of degradation materials " td “be
fransferred to the gas chromatograph._Seven peaks were predominant
i thRis Series of samples, indicating at least seven separate
compounds. There were also several other small peaks with signals
too low to provide sufficient qualitative information for

characterization.

Three samples of differing materials were analyzed at _140
degrees centigrade. These 1included the bronze vinyl coated
fiberglass from Afizona, the gray vinyl coated material included
with the bronze material, and another sample of gray vinyl coated
material from a round mailing tube. Each of these samples exhibited
similar chromatographic behavior. That is, they all exhibited the
same seven peaks as shown on the associated chromatographs attached

to this report.

The mass spectra of each of these peaks was matched with NBS
standard spectra and the ten best matches were listed for each
peak. A list of the seven most likely compounds from this analysis
also is attached. It can been inferred from this data that these
compounds represent oxidation products of the vinyl material and
associated plasticizers. =~ . o e e »

. It can be envisioned that different product ratios can be
formed depending on environmental conditions. The major product
appears to be a small molecular weight ketone, amine or acid formed
from oxidative cleavage of HCl from the polyvinylchloride. This can
result in the formation of chlorinated polyenes, low molecular
weight compounds such as propanes, cyclopropanes and butanes,
.cyclobutanes, and their associated acids. These compounds typically
exhibit high vapor pressures, thus the odors associated with aging

of the vinyl coating.

The seven compounds_identified by us as being released from
the weathered screen materials are ketones, amines, and 1lqQw
molécular weight organic acids.. I have surveyed the toxicology

: I
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literature for information on the potential adverse health effects
that might result from exposure to these materials. As I suspected
there was very little information in the literature as to the human
toxicity of these compounds. However, it is well recognized that”
compounds such as these (L.e. ketones, amines, and weak organic
acids) can be strong irritants to the nose, eyes, upper respiratory
tract, and mucous membranes. Signs and symptoms rélated to Exposure
to these Compounds might in some cases mimic those of a cold or
£lu. These would consist of eye irritation or red eyes, a runny
nose, a raspy feeling in the throat, some hoarseness, and possibly
bronchitis. Since these are all irritant effects it is to be
expected that once the offending agent was removed, then these
symptoms should reverse themselves and the health status should
revert back to normal. It is important to stress that chronic or
long-term effects resulting form exposure-to these agents,Ls;not to

be expected.

I hope thig provides you with the information needed. If you have
any questions concerning our analyses and/results or need any
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. As

always, I remain

Sincerely yours,
- . ?

sided il
Robert G. Meeks, Ph.D., D.A.B.T.




Peak
Peak
Peak
Peak
Peak
Peak

Peak

CHEMICALS IDENTIFIED AS BEING PRESENT IN
THE WEATHERED SCREENING MATERIAL SUPPLIED BY

PHIFER WIRE, INC.

2-Pentanamine, 4-methyl-

Butanoic Acid, 3-oxo-,2-methylpropyl
2-Pentanone, S-chloro

Propane, 1,1'sulfonylbis

Ethanone, 1-cyclobutyl-

2-Butanone, 4-butoxy-3-methyl-

Acetamide, N-[2-(3,4-dihydroxy-.alpha.

CAS

CAS

CAS

CAS

CAS

CAS

CAS

#108-09-8
£7779-75-1
£5891-21-4
#598-03-8
£3019-25-8
£54340-94-2

£28177-12-0
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Ht. Clemene, MI 48043

Telephone: (810) 465-3610
Facsimile: (810) 468-4601
FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION ’
TO: POI OFFICER
U.S. CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFRTY COMMISSION
FACSTMILE: (301) 504-0127

DATE: April 30, 1987
FROM: DAYNA MILBRAND, ESQ.

Y

CONTACT US AT (810) 465-3610 SO THAT WE MAY CORRECT THE
PROBLEM. THANK YOU.

1is message is intended only for the use of the individual
entity to which it is addressed, and may contain

formatlon that is privileged, confidential, or protected
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this
message is not the intended rec1p1ent, you are hereny notlrlea

Bta

O M3
[ N2 | ’3‘

that any dlasemlnatxon, dlstrlbutlon or copylng of this
_communlcatlon is scrxcn;y prohibited. If you have received
this communication in error, please notify us immediately by
telephons.

. 2




MEMORANDUM

TO

FROM :

SUBJECT:

United States
ConsuMEeRr Propuct SAFETY COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20207

-

DATE: February 7, 1997

Patricia Adkins, Chief of Staff

Judith Hayes, CCA
y;

Phifer Wire Products

This is an update of our review of Phifer Wire Products. The
following concerns public notice and known incidents about the
firm's polymer coated window screens.

Public notice and replacement program:

(1)

(2)

(3)

1989 - replacement program initiated on informal basis,
dealing with consumer complaints as they were received.

1992 or 1993 - firm initiated replacement program
involving its distributors in Michigan, Arizona and
other states in the southwest; CA and TX. Most of the
defective screens were sold in Arizona and the
southwest. Michigan was where .a particular window
manufacturer placed the screens inside windows facing
inside the house exposing consumers to the screens'
off-gassing fumes. Being an unusual form of screen
application, it appears this application lead to the
many reports of adverse health effects resulting from
exposure to the defective screens. Screens are
generally placed outside of windows facing outdoors.
The program entailed the distribution of an outline of
the program, claim forms and inspection request forms
to distributors and screen owners. This was to find out
what installations needed replacement screens. '

4/93 and 5/93 - Detroit, MI and Phoenix, AZ and Arizona
news stations aired stories for several days. This
coverage was not initiated by the firm, however, it did
provide wide coverage of the firm's replacement program
and, as a result, screen owners contacted the firm.

The information was provided to the media by a
complainant.



(4)

(5)

-(6)

(7)

5/93 - Public statement issued for news media in
Arizona re the problem. 800# provided for questions.

2/93 - Suntrol Window Products, Phoenix, AZ, a large
distributor of the defective screens, initiated a
recall program with consumers. Homeowners were sent:
written notice of recall warning of possible health
effects and screen degradation. Phifer then notified
of defective screen locations and replacements were
made free of charge.

2/93 - Phifer sent recall notice letters to homeowners
located in Arizona.

5/93 - Phifer enters into an agreement with a
condominium partnership in Oakland County, MI, to
replace the defective screens installed by a window
manufacturer of windows systems used in residential
property.

Firm complaints:

Staff is aware of 44 complaints

Complaint date range: 10/91 to 1/97

6 complaints known not to involved adverse health
effect; only degradation of screen material

16 complaints are known to involve adverse health
effects

7 of the 44 complaints have resulted in lawsuits
- 3 settled to date; $15K, $23.5K, $49.5K

41 of the 44 complaints known to involve the defective
version of the screen.
- there are no known complaints re the revised
screen polymer formulation.
- it is not known whether the remaining 3
complaints involve the defective or new screen
formulation.

Known complaint locations:
16 - Michigan
15 in Clarkston, MI
1 in Metamora, MI (close to Clarkston)
13 - Arizona
Covers cities of Scotsdale, Meza, Phoenix
(breakdown not specifically known)
1 - Connecticut
1 - Massachusetts

-2-
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PHIFER WIRE PRODUCTSINC.

P. O. BOX 1700. « TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 35403-1700 U.S.A. [

s CHARLES E. MORGAN
Executive Vice President and Corporate Counsel

February 5, 1997

g
Ms. Judith Hayes = 2
Compliance Officer - oA
U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission - =
4330 East West Highway, Room 613 )
Bethesda, MD 20814-4408 ;‘
. I

Re:  CPSC CA930075

Phifer Wire Products, Inc.

Polymer (PVC) Coated Fiberglass Screening

Dear Ms. Hayes:

Along with several other employees here at Phifer Wire, I have been looking through our

files to find the information with which to answer your questions-regarding our screen

replacement program.

The replacement program began in an informal way in 1989, as soon as we realized that

some of the screening we had produced after January 1988 was not performing as it should.

Phifer Wire had little experience in dealing with product failures before that time. The

program evolved through the years as necessary to respond to the problem.

During the first few years, there was no formal written replacement program. “If a consumer

or apartment manager reported discolored screening, we would ask our distributor, or the

dealer or contractor who had installed the screening, to replace it without charging the

homeowner. We would then give our distributor a credit equal to the total cost (materials

and labor) of rescreening the job. This became complicated as the number of claims

increased with several levels of distribution involved (manufacturer-distributor-dealer-

contractor), so we began directly paying the dealer or contractor who did the screen

replacement.

Some of our basic insect screening was (and still is) sold without written warranties of any

kind. Our SunScreen® solar screening has a five-year written warranty, but it covers

material only and not the labor costs related to the replacement. Nevertheless, since we

determined that some of the 1988-89 material had a latent defect that could not be detected

whole by reimbursing the full cost of the labor and materials needed to replace the

at the time of installation, we decided to make our customers and their customers completely k

discolored screening.

Presciential *E Star” Award For Export Excedence

Founded 1952 By REESE PHIFER

PHONE 205/345-2120 « FAX 205/759-4450 « TELEX 261326 (PHIF UR)




Ms. Judith Hayes
February 5, 1997
Page Two

-

The earliest written record I found of our replacement program is the enclosed document
(that I have marked “EXHIBIT A”) titled “DEFECTIVE SUNSCREEN REPLACEMENT
PROGRAM.” That program outline was given to our distributors in the southwest (where
most SunScreen is sold) beginning in 1992 or 1993. Along with those guidelines,
distributors were given the enclosed “DEFECTIVE SUNSCREEN REPLACEMENT
CLAIM” form that I have marked “EXHIBIT B.”

After the screen problem and the replacement program were widely publicized via television
in 1993, we distributed “CONSUMER INSPECTION REQUEST CARDS” for our
customers to give to consumers. Please see enclosed “EXHIBIT C.”

Although our screen replacement program was not pre-organized as well as it might have
been if we had had previous experience, we were still able to identify and replace discolored
screening for thousands of consumers before the expiration of the normal useful life (about
five years) of the product. Between 1989 and the end of 1996, Phifer Wire spent well over
two million dollars on screen replacements. '

Phifer Wire has received no product liability claims of any kind since our last supplemental
response. If you need additional information, please let me know.

Sincerely yours,

PHIFER WIRE PRODUCTS, INC.

Charles Morgan

CM:jh

Enclosures




EXHIBIT A

DEFECTIVE SUNSCREEN REPLACEMENT

- PROGRAM

Phifer Wire Products, Inc. will pay SunScreen Dealers $2.36/square
foot for the replacement of defective SunScreen material, in
accordance with the defective sample provided by Phifer Wire
Products. For the Dealer to be reimbursed the following procedures
must be taken:

1. Dealer must fill out the Defective SunScreen
Replacement Claim Form (Provided by Phifer Wire)

2. The Dealer is to mail the completed and signed
Defective SunScreen Replacement Form to:

Phifer Western
14408 East Nelson Avenue
City of Industry, CA 91744

3. Phifer will inspect defective SunScreen material at the
job sites on the second and fourth Monday and Tuesday
of each month.

4. After inspection, Phifer will approve or deny the
replacement claim. If approved, the dealer will be
given the approved replacement form and can proceed
with the replacement of the defective SunScreen.

5. After completion of the installation of replacement
material, dealer will attach the 1invoice to the
warranty claim form and mail it back to Phifer Western
at the above address. The invoice must reflect total
square footage, color, number of screens and sizes used
to replace defective material.

6. Once Phifer receives this information, Phifer will do
the post inspection to determine that the material has
been replaced.

7. After approved post inspection, Phifer will send the
warranty claim form with attached invoice to Phifer
Wire Products Corporate Headquarters for payment. t




EXHIBIT B

DATE OF CLAIM:

DEFEE&IVE SUNSCREEN REPLACEMENT CLAIM

Dealer’s Name: Fed. ID #
Contact:
Address:
City: State: Zip:
Phone:

Customer‘’s Name:
Address:

City: State: Zip:
Phone:

I, the undersigned, do hereby affirm that the material in the
above mentioned application is defective according to the sample
provided by Phifer Wire Products, Inc. This material was origi-
nally installed by: Date:

Signed Date

PRE-INSPECTED BY: DATE:

Total Square Footage and Color of Material Replaced:

POST-INSPECTED BY: DATE:

COMMENTS :
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U.S. EPA _ . :2-3-97 i 5:13PM ; SUPERFUND DIVISION~ 83015040407:# 2/10

r .

UNI'm) STATES ENVIRONMENTAL momcnon AGENCY
| 'REGIONS

| nAm:-‘Ombérzi;ms_" S |
. FROM: J.MitonC ')w"' 3az~88c c?:a
o ScmorHalthandSacnce

: '_TeamManager R
IndoorEnmmmtDmaon

‘ FrankKover Chmf : SCE
Chennal'l‘ut!.ngmdlnfomaﬁoal!mch

IhavehadanoppomMymmcwthecmhwdnﬂbmahonprowdedbyﬁeMdm
Department of Public Health. Thare is strong evidence that the coated fiber glass screens
prodxwedbythancCompmymtamayofmnmwmpomdgmdudmgme:hylethﬁ
ketone. Asmmynﬂhonsofthmsaunsamsolduchywwynﬁlhmofpmmbe
cxposed. Respiratory irritation and allergic responses have occurred from these emissions.

" However, youngchildrenandmfmts,maybeaq»memngsympwmw}nchhavenotbeen
assouaedmththesemens L

The:smesbmﬂdbcatoppnontyfarcvahanonandEPAacnombeyondvolumyrecallmaybe ;
' appropriste ‘We would appreciate if'the Indoor Envxronmam Division and. the Office of Pollution ~ °
_ iPrcvemxou and Tones would evaluue thxa problm ' .

D




SENT BY:U.S. EPA ; 2- 3-97 © S:14PM ; SUPERFUND DIVISION- 83015040407:% 3710
. FROM : PHONE NO. : Pa2

1-20-97 :

TO: Dr. MILTON CLARK-EPA

FROM: Usa Kelley

phone# 1-810-391-6227 tax#1-810-381-4434 .
1 am wrlting to you in the hope that you will vicw a particular consumaer problem to be
ag imponiant-ae | do. I'm writing about indoor alr poliution that could occur ae a result
of V.0.C. off gassling from dofective window screens. | am aleo oonoerned about the
health effects of long term and low dose exposury 1o the clivimicals.

| had noticed an odd "hot" odor (espocially in sunny rooms) and the development ot
variouc hoalth probloms shortly after we moved into thic home. The problems pereigted
for some time before | heard that some neighbors experienced similar problems and
had traced the source to the window sareens! Mast of the homes in our subdivisian
weore built around the same time. Many of the homaes, like ours, have some casement
windows thet place the screens on the ingide of the home. As we did, many others left
thelr scroons up all year. After | leamed people had besen getting thelr detective
screaens roplaced, | had ours replaced. My firet set of roplacoment screons had the
esame odd odor. Phifer has replaced my criginal screens 4 times, with fiberglass and
coated aluminum screens. | now have uncoated stalnloce £taol scroonc. People are
slill requesting that their screens be replaced. Compluints, claims, and lawsuits
continue to be filed. '

in my cage the problems included headaches, arthritia, inflammation,increase in einus
problems,tingling from hands and fesl, Cysis, mouth sores, dormalilis, elevaled lilers
for Lymse, CMY, chlamydia, fatigue, abnormal immunoglobulin tests, and positive ANA

- tests. The ANA gradually went down and subsequently became negative after the last
set of coated screens were ramavad from my homa My 12 ysar oid daughter had
repeated stomach achee that did decrease aflor tho final coated screen removal, but
hae continuod to havo various joint problcmo,low blood sugar readings, rapid
heartbeat, abnormal immunoglobulin tests, and has been hospitalized twice in the last
year for infection with high fever and dehydration. My 9 year old son had repsated ear
infactions that wouldn't clear up with antiblotics but did finally resolve after the final
coated screen removal. He hat continued to have some occasional ear problems. My
husband was having repeated problems with achiness, nausea and irritaled bloodshot
eyes. He continues to have some problems at this time.

Detroit and Phoenix area news stations aired stories about this prablem in Aprii/May of

1993. The CPSC did create a file on the Phifer Wirg Praducts screens. The file was

closed after Phifer expiained a program to “Locale and Neplace™ the defective

mgterlul. While Phifer, to my knowiedge, has ofien agreed o replace screens for

concumore who oontact them with conoorng, | am not surc what etfort has been put

forth to locate other defective material. §o, of course. | worry about homes where the

product is still in place and cauld ha cauging prablams. How will tamilias be made

awaro of this problem? | am also conoernad about those who may not be able to

associate their health problems or odd odors with their screens. ’V

v
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Augus. 12, 1993 ‘ Work Order No: T99-30731

Jolut Edwards

Sutral, (ne.

Sute 0

SHT L. Brasdway
Phoenix, Arisum 80045

Ra: Servers Bamples

Dear Johiv

Attached ars (he results of the eamples submitied tn our aberatory en August 3, JW3. l'"ﬂryour
: nfer:na.mwumm have Leent sadigned our work order ssuber TOS-S028L

Aﬂm&ummfamﬂmm wih eur faboatory s quality swsance program. All results we

Tnteinded 10 bo considerud wn their mtively, mdmmmammnzuunaumm
complete reporl. Rassits apply only to the sampies analysed.

Saunples will be diapased of 30 daye slter iseuc of var report unless spwclsl arrangeinents ars mde.
Plasee call if yau have gy quostions.
RespeetQidly subimiited,

Turow/CAR Labrwatorien, Lre.
TR [ v
W. W. Twner

Labaorstory Direetor
WWT/cme

Pege 1 of 8

Wigene W TUCSON, ARZOMA NS & W 8 lMCW% \

ouw CONTROAD B




SENT BY:U.S. EPA i 2- 3-97 i 5:16PM ; SUPERFUND DIVISION- 83015040407:# 6/10

81/31/1937 10:01 0103710052 MARVEJOE GOLARZ FAGE 13
TURNER/CAS LAHORATOWLES, INC. . m
oreseemi
Chouk: Buwtryl, Ine
: ‘ . Dale Reocslved: 00208
'rofect: - Brrsen Sanples ) Work Qcder No:  TVI-39731

GABS NARRATIVE BUMMAXY

‘I'w sunples of sorectt wers received for eveluston. Al acalyses were yorformed on aquiprient at The
University of Arizona. Que sainple was senfed is u vial with & septumn. Tliis esmple wes hasied to 89°C
wix! the vajor i the vid was cinlyzed by headepace GC/MS. The peak 8reas of e revulting peaks were
tou el by sUlnin eertaly idon!ifation, Lut L followlkng compowiida are Uie wost Ukety matches from

conparlaot: (v MBS standards.

{-butanol, Faiethyl scelete
diosty| phthilate

- @idecy! phihalate
ditupipl phitalete

Tire waceind esstiple waa i m lange jor. In this jar, _
This smaterial wns gueayy in ieuse. It wius reinoved and an FTLI spectram of

Ilils spectira elivws the mataris! Lo svtiteln prioarily ester funceionalities.

maleial Lad condensed o o botton bt ssall globules.,
the malerial wes obtalned.

-

- -
- -

l\“wvd Ly

mﬁﬁs , _n.'u_fz:vé‘i‘? Pagn 2ol 8
—_— -
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| ' MEMORANDUM
' DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY HEALTH
 EANSING, MICHIGAN 48909

DATE: . December 3, 1996

T0:  Milton Clark, M.D.
‘ US EPA, Reglon V.

,'F§OM.~ John L. Hebse, Chlef A
o Bite Assessment Section
ST Environmental Epidemiology Section

SUBJECT. Wzndow Screens

_ ,‘Attached for your informatlon is a partial HSDS for current
. Phifer Wire screen products._ Mary Golarz provided this recently.

. Have you been able to do anyth1ng in follow-up to the suggestzon
. from Bill Adams, ATSDR, that a workgroup ‘of federal agency -

" . . representatives be estahllshed to review the issue.of possible
v . health problems caused by off-gassing from vinyl coated window
- " screen material? ‘I believe he felt that Carol Rubin of CDC and
someone from CPSC should be- involved in addition to US EPA. I
~ don’t ‘recall what kind of a role, if any, he suggested for ATSDR.

I would be pleased to assist the work group in any way that I
- can. . v

1 inagine that: you _have become xnvolved in the Kississippi ‘methyl
parathion misuse case. It sounds to be another very serious =

~,ﬁsituat10n. When these thlnga come up, I know that other issues

- of 1ess presslng sxgnlflcance sometxmes suffer.

' ;Please keep me lnformed of progress on the tox1c screen 1ssue,
. and let me know how you might want me to assist

Dr. Sidhu
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MANUFACTUnRC Phifac Wlre Praducts, Inc. [ - INP~PLs .
ADORSSO: ¥. 0. Box 1700 ' ueoe ¢ - 002 ..
- 4400 Xouloesa Ave. Oweo_ ... 08/28/y2 huv. A
H Tuscaloose, AL 33603 : l
SMERGENCY NO.  205+345-2120__ Tk 261326 yuir U | TP W ANchony Cambel
Eggg,uqua;;mrsmctoe:NrtFl‘CArmN . m&“* I T
CMEMICAL NAME  DVE Coated Tivesglags Yeznm \'MNNAAM‘:: ) ‘l'buol' b ‘ =
ANO BYNONTYME:  fryC Coatcd Pibevglouvs Insect ANDSYNONYMS: Ph!l’fr:I::: r:::n Seveguin
soreoning . ?hiCevglase Sunscreen® .
. ‘ . Sh'aﬂmnvu 2000
CHEIMICAL FAMILY ©~  Mixeuse ‘ uoauma (c,n.c})n
[BESTION It INGREDIENTS AND HKAZARDS . .. (. .5 0 - . CTIITT
A » [T “ T nazend B

TLV's and PEL'a heve opt bren cuabusheé for thie f{ntehed préducs,| Custower
vees (s §n findl Fotm 3f teatad yarn an woven non-mecallge ecrgening

Y S P 0 0 . & IS LR )
&SW'QN&'"'@ PHYSICAL DAYA . o "t.rj} N . . R
o 7% - N IR (XY (] NIRRT S
Sollingpointat 1ewm.degf  NA - Mue provity (H:Om 1) $.12
Veporpressurs el immHgl KA C Pesptate(.. . . . . 1) NA
Vapardensity (Atr e 1) XA Velautes, % by Wlumc NA
Welsraolubility - " Howne MOGVIer waight NA (mixturc)

Appeerance & Odor: Woven vinyl coated fubrlc, § to 10 colucs. OQdov af wmuv vinyl,

BeGTIoN V. FIRE AND, EXPLOSION DATA - % o A\ (.0 - 7 . | vowen | uensa
L 'luhhlnl and Mothud %A Augtoignition Temp. 7Y Fiameadliity Limite In Alr

ExtiMgutening media: ‘ittn. foam, dry-chomical. -

¥A NA

Speoiai firs figating procediures: !‘or encloatd aycer, uae unpxra:ot ov u‘tr wask

le'mafdvxp%oslonhazcrdot ‘None knovn, Meterisl will .ot huvm 1u thy abuyncy vi ww
o ’ indapendent flame vowice. Neots NPPA ll.Ol.‘ Clan:: A tating.

R——

FETONV, HEALTH HAZARD INFORMATION .54 TV Mot vecablished

“wdg‘

SR o o0+ 0 s e

Sllects ot overexpodure Occecfonal akin jrrivetion and upper ucptracory “tract §yritmcion.
$ymptoms have been Tegotted during manufactureof product but have not
bean detected and are not sxpected durfng end use of product. No taxi-

FIASY AID: eity {s oscociated with {xritation.
Sye comacy: Ylush sy with [loving weter (eys fountain) for a¢ lemut 15 minutes.
Suin ganiqat: ft'q;oc'it rinudng of skiw surfaces vith water &tn rameve sttumviaced
) fiveres will pinimise freitation.
tnhglgtion: vapore should not de hazagdous.
{ngestion: Consylt phyaician,

Ao mund fmam 0




